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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-32 are pending in the siibject application: claims 1-32 stand rejected. 

By the above ametidments, claims 3, 4, and 25-32 are canceled. Favorable recomideration 
of the application and allowance of all of the pending claims are respectfully requested in 
view of the above amendments and the following rensarks, 
35 U.S.C. §102 (e) 

Claims 1,2, 5-12 and 19-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Application No. 2003/0158963 to Sturdy et al. 

Amended independent claim 1 recites, inter alia, a method for network defease, 
comprising the steps of: detecting mission events by processing communications packets 
and traffic streams; forming mission tracks by processing said mission events, 
determiuing active mission types, using said mission events; determining state of 
each mission, osing smd mission events, inclttding producing a mission state vector 
for each mission ; estimating mission sensitivities by processing said mission tracks; 
prioritizing network operations by processing said mission sensiti\ities; and correlating 
network alarms to missions by processing said mission sensitivities, wherein said steps 
include a database of dynamic and a priori information, wherein the step of estimating 
mission sensitivities by processing said mission tracks comprises estimating mission 
sensitivity to network perturbations, using mission tracks, [emphasis added| 

On page 4, paragraph 4, the Examiner states it is iaherent for the "tactical 
network" of Sturdy to "sense netsvork perturbations and process accordingly." Applicants 
respectfully disagree. Amended independent claim 1 does not recite a tactical network, 
rather a defense network. Moreover, the Sturdy network fails to teach or suggest the 
network recited in amended independent claim 1 in that the network of amended 
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independent claim 1 recites "detennining active mission types" and "deterniining state of 
each mission." Sturdy et al. "provides an intelligent bridge between disparate vehicle and 
ground based coimnmiications systems." (Paragraph 30, page 2) Accordingly, Sturdy fails 
to teach or suggest determining active mission types and determining the state of each 
mission as recited in amended independent claim 1. 

As mentioned above, The Examiner states Sturdy et al senses network 
pertOTbations and processes accordingly. Apparently, the Examiner is taking official 
notice of this fact If so, Applicants respectinlly request a reference to this point . 
Nonetheless, Stnrdy et al fails to teach or suggest the limitations of amended claim I, 
specifically, "estimating mission sensitivity to network pearturbations, using mission 
tracks." 

Applicants respectfiilly submit that claims 2 and 5-24 depend form amended 
independent claim 1. Thus at least for the reasons discussed above, claims 2 and 5-24 are 
additionally novel over Sturdy et al. within the meaning of 35 U.S.C §102 (e). 

Moreover, Sturdy alone or in combination fails to teach or suggest the features 
recited in amended independent claim 1 because Sturdy et al does not include the 
limitation of "determining active mission types, using said mission events; determining 
state of each mission, using said mission events." 

35 U.S.C §103(a> 

Claims 3, B-IS and 30-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §i03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Mo. 2003/0158963 to Sturdy et al in view of 
U.S. Patent Application No. 2004/0002863 to Nefjan. 
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On page 1 U paragraph 5 the Examiner referojces paragraph 36 of Stody et al. 
Specifically, tiie Examiner appeals to reference the statement "Smarthridge determines the 
status and performance capability of the available militarj' radios and computes the 
Actual Communications Performance (ACP)" as teaching or suggesting the claim 
limitation of "determining active mission types . . .determining state of each mission" as 
recited in amended independent claim 1, 

Applicant s respectfully disagree . One of ordinary skill in the art would not equate 
determining the status of available military radios and detennining active mission types 
and the state of the missions. Accordingly , SUxsdy et al alone or in combination fails to 
teach or suggest the claim limitations of smcaided independent claim 1 . 

Nefiaii teaches a pattern recognition metliod employing embedded couple hidden 
Markov model and a coupled hidden Markov model. The background of NeSan discusses 
the Hidden Maikov model which is used in tlie present invention for modeling. 
Specifically, dependent claims 13-16 recite the claimed limitation of employing an BMM, 

MPEP section 2141 .01 (a) specifically states "li\n order to rely on a reference as a 
basis for rejection of an applicant's invention, the reference must either be in the field of 
an applicant's endeavor or, if not then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem 
with which the inventor was concerned." Applicants respectftilly submit that although 
Nefian teaches HMM, it is for pattern recognition in, for example, fecial recogdtion as 
depicted in Fig. 3 not for detenmning the type or state of an active mission as recited in 
amended dependent claims 13 and 14. Moreover, Nefian fails to teach or suggest 
employing HMM in any type of network. 

. Furtheimore, because each ind^endent claims 1 and 9 recite the limitation of 

determining active mission types and determining state of each mission, one of ordinary 
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skill in tKe art would not have been motivated to modify Sturdy et al in view of Nefian to 
to arrive at either independent claims I and 9, or de^jendent claims 1 3-1 6. 

Accordingly, claims 1,2, and 5-24 are patentable over the prior art of record within 
the meaning of 35 U.S.C, §i03(a). 



find the application to be in condition for allowance with respect to claims 1, 2, and 5-24. 
However, if for any reason the Examiner feels that the application is not now in condition 
for allowance, he is respectMly requested to call the undersigned attorney to discuss any 
unresolved issues and to expedite the disposition of the plication. 

Applicants hereby petition for any extension of time which may be required to 
maintain the pendency of this case, and any required fee for such extension is to be 
charged to Deposit Account No, 01-221 8. 



in view of the foregoing. Applicants r^pectfuUy request the Ex^iner to 



THE JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY 




Reg. No. 47,381 
Tel: (240)228-5644 



AA/jlb 
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